UNPUBL | SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 95-6448

JOHN W TODD, al/k/a Kristopher S. Kollyns,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

MR. MCM LLAN, Forner head soci al worker, Broad
Ri ver Correctional Institute of the SCDC,
PARKER EVATT, Conmmi ssioner, SCDC, GEORGE
MARTEN, 111, Warden, BRCI; RALPH S. BEARDSLEY,
Unit Manager, BR R&E, SCDC, AL WATERS, Chi ef,
Internal Affairs, SCDC, BILL WH TE, Deputy
War den, BRCI, SCDC, ROBERT BAXLEY, Investiga-
tor, BRClI, SCDC, DR BAKER, Head doctor, BRC,
SCDC;, FI TTS FREEMAN, Contraband O ficer, AC,
SCDC,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
South Carolina, at Colunbia. Henry M Herlong, Jr., District
Judge. (CA-91-2119-3-20-BC)

Submitted: May 7, 1996 Deci ded: May 30, 1996

Before NI EMEYER and LUTTIG GCircuit Judges, and PH LLIPS, Senior
Circuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.




John W Todd, Appellant Pro Se. Laura Callaway Hart, TURNER
PADGET, GRAHAM & LANEY, P.A., Colunbia, South Carolina; Charles
El ford Carpenter, Jr., Deborah Harrison Sheffield, RI CHARDSON
PLOWDEN, CARPENTER & ROBI NSON, Col unmbia, South Carolina; Jeffrey
Law ence Payne, TURNER, PADCGETT, GRAHAM & LANEY, P.A., Florence,
South Carolina; Benjam n Davis MCoy, HOANSER, NEWAN & BEASLEY,
L.L.C., Colunbia, South Carolina, for Appell ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).

PER CURI AM

John Todd appeals fromthe district court's orders denying
relief on his 42 U . S.C. § 1983 (1988) conplaint. W have revi ewed
the record and the district court's opinion awardi ng summary j udg-
ment to eight of the nine named Defendants and find no reversible
error. Accordingly, we affirm on the reasoning of the district

court. Todd v. MM Ilan, No. CA-91-2119-3-20-BC (D.S.C. Nov. 15,

1993). Wth respect to Todd' s cl ai magai nst defendant McM || an, we
have reviewed the record and the proceedi ngs before the district
court and find noreversible error. Accordingly, we affirm W dis-
pense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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